The proportion of Higher Education students studying online has increased exponentially in the last decade, however not much is known about this cohort and what they want from their university experience. Furthermore, most universities are attempting to enhance the online resources provided to their on-campus students; however, there is a lack of clarity regarding what aspects of online study on-campus students may value. Do on-campus students value the same aspects of learning as their online counterparts, or do universities need to develop different resources for the various cohorts? In the current study, 525 first year psychology students studying across three study modes (on-campus, online via Open Universities Australia and online via a private provider affiliated with a university) responded to an online questionnaire assessing characteristics associated with both online and face-to-face teaching, and asking what students value in teaching academics. The results are discussed in terms of how universities can best improve their online offerings and how they may incorporate desired 'offline' experiences into an online environment.
It has been predicted that 'bits and bytes' will replace bricks and mortar in the university of the 21st century (Kramarae, 2001) , with Higher Education undergoing immense and rapid change in the face of technological advances (Robb, 2012; Romenska et al., 2011) leading to some calling this development an 'educational revolution' and the first major change in Higher Education in seven centuries (Cookson, 2000) . This state of change is occurring concurrently with a massive increase in the number of university students studying online (Allen & Seaman, 2013; Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011) together with, and in the Australian context especially, recognition of the importance of the 'student experience' (Bradley, Noonan, Nugent, & Scales, 2008) . However these two aspects-the increase in 'online' students and the consideration of the student learning experience-have rarely been considered simultaneously. Indeed, little is known about online students generally, let alone what they want in their university experience.
There is potential for online learning to have a major impact on the Australian education landscape, as access to the Internet in Australia is high and Higher Education enrolments also continue to rise. From 2014-5, 86% of the Australian population had access to Internet at home, showing a steady increase since 2007-8, and of these, 97% accessed the Internet via a laptop or desktop computer (Australian Bureau of Statistics [ABS], 2015a) . Census data reveals that 99% of these Internet connections are at broadband speeds, though broadband is defined as 256kbps or higher, which may not always be sufficient for online learning delivery (ABS, 2015b) .
The demand for tertiary education is growing, together with the expectation of the role that online learning will play in this growth (Perry & Pilati, 2011) . As the demand from students for online learning opportunities continues to grow (Perry & Pilati, 2011) , many Higher Education institutions have been investing resources into accommodating these new learners' projected needs (Allen & Seaman, 2010; Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen, & Yeh, 2008) illustrating universities' desire for the online trend to continue. However, while the introduction of new technologies in learners' lives offers new opportunities, it has been challenging to quickly implement appropriate pedagogical and systemic university approaches in response (Salmon, 2010) . The challenges have been due not only to the speed of change, but also the lack of understanding of this new learning cohort (Buzwell, Bell, & Wright, 2013) , suggesting a need for greater exploration of online students' learning needs.
While little is known about Australian online learners, it is expected that Australia will follow the United States where 31% of Higher Education students now take at least one course online (Allen & Seaman, 2011) . Allen and Seaman (2013) have run a ten-year project examining the trends in US online education. When the project began, less than half of the participating Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) reported that online learning was critical to their long-term strategy, while in 2013 this proportion was almost 70% (Allen & Seaman, 2013) . Allen and Seaman focused on faculty perceptions in regard to online learning and in 2013 found that more than three quarters of their academics (faculty) believed that the outcome of online learning was the same or superior to face-toface forms of education. Thus both university administrators and academics recognise that online learning is an important study mode.
While the size of the online learning market appears to be on the rise, Allen and Seaman (2013) indicate that education online is not the perfect option for all students and stress that learning online requires greater student discipline than oncampus learning-the majority (88%) of their faculty sample concurred. They also highlight that online learning repeatedly evidences lower retention rates than on campus learning options (Allen & Seaman, 2013 ). It appears that simply having flexible access to Higher Education does not necessarily equate to success or completion (Liu & Schwen, 2006; Nworie, Nworie, & Mintah, 2010) . Therefore, exploring factors that might influence retention and positive academic outcomes for online learners may contribute to finding solutions. This is particularly important considering that there is little research exploring demographic differences between online learners and face to face learners (Dabbagh, 2007) , especially in an Australian context (Buzwell et al., 2013) and there remains a large gap in the research that explores retention and academic outcomes for online learners overall (Xu & Smith Jaggars, 2011) . Further, Allen and Seaman (2013) found a substantial minority (40%) of their faculty sample believed that employers lack acceptance of credentials gained online, thus there is still work needed in increasing the acceptance and understanding of online alternatives. Despite this, Allen and Seaman concede that although there are still aspects of online education that require further development, the online enrolment growth rate of 9.3% per annum indicates that this form of learning is likely to continue for some time to come (2013).
An encouraging point regarding online learning is the finding that on average, no significant differences have been found in the learning outcomes when comparing online learning with the face-to-face provision of education (Lim, Morris, & Kupritz, 2007) . Indeed, in some cases superior outcomes have been found in students of online courses (e.g., Allen & Seaman, 2011) . However, while learning outcomes may be comparable, there 1 http//www.nbn.gov.au/ is little understanding if online students' learning needs, or whether their desires for the learning experience are equivalent to their on-campus colleagues. The question of whether these student cohorts could be considered together or if their learning needs require separate planning, funding and reflection, has major implications for universities now and in the future.
As a first step in understanding this new cohort of online learners, there is a need to understand who they are and what they want in their learning. According to Holder (2007) , with the increase in online learning options in Higher Education courses, there has been a demographic change in the learner cohort, with adult learners choosing "online learning as a flexible and valuable option now available to them as they balance demanding work, family, and other responsibilities" (p. 245). Other research supports the idea that students are choosing online learning due to the flexibility it allows for their personal, environmental and locational restrictions (e.g., Perry & Pilati, 2011; Schmidt, Geith, Håklev, & Thierstein, 2009 ). Online learning does not just offer flexibility; it also has the potential to engage learners from currently under represented populations at university (Buzwell et al., 2013) . In particular, potential students who have been unable to access Higher Education due to issues such as geographic isolation, physical disability, carer commitments and the like, may find that online learning offers them opportunities not otherwise available. Further, the potential for online learning to increase access to Higher Education may be augmented in Australia due to the introduction of the National Broadband Network (NBN).
1 Due to these factors, it is possible that the online cohort of students is quite distinct from its on-campus counterpart, or it may be that both cohorts equally value similar aspects of learning.
To understand what online learners value as part of their learning experience it seems a sensible option would be to ask the students themselves. Understanding students' expectations, and planning for the potential futures of students' learning is particularly important, as the Higher Education milieu is one of change. However, it is unclear whether students' voices, either online or oncampus, are being heard and included in future directions of student learning (Buzwell et al., 2013) . Thus it has not been determined what type of learning in a digitised world students might endorse and what students feel they need to support their learning (Buzwell et al., 2013) . As the Higher Education environment evolves, little is known about how to prepare for changes in learners' expectations, including what in the huge range of technological and face-to-face opportunities may be significant. While there is an increased focus on efforts to provide students with the highest quality learning experiences, it is difficult to gain a holistic picture of the best and most current evidence with which to inform the development of these learning experiences.
Compounding this predicament is the fact that to date there have been few authentic voices from learners incorporated the planning for this future (Andrews & Tynan, 2012; Manefield, Collins, Moore, Mahar, & Warne, 2007) , leaving room for stereotyped views. Examples include the simplistic division into 'digital natives' and 'digital immigrants' (Prensky, 2001 ) still cited some ten plus years after the terms were first published. Other assumptions are that the 'net generation' knows how to learn through digital technologies. But, particularly given the changing demographic of Australian tertiary students in the wake of the Bradley Report (Bradley et al., 2008) , it is not known whether this is true for all (or any) sections of the new student cohort. It is possible that this new online cohort expects a completely different student learning experience that universities are not meeting. In hearing students' voices about their perspectives of university learning, plans can be made to meet students' expectations and enhance the engagement in their learning.
A further factor that may potentially confuse the picture of online education is the different modes in which online learning may take. In the Australian Higher Education market one major provider is Open Universities Australia [OUA] . In existence since 1993, OUA has helped over 250,000 students achieve their educational goals and have over 180 qualifications online, with subjects provided by a consortium of public universities. Prerequisites were not required at OUA, making it a vehicle for all students to enter Higher Education.
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A more recent entrant into the Higher Education market was formed utilising a different model. This Higher Education provider was formed in 2011 from a joint venture between the commercial organisation SEEK and a university in Melbourne, and is accredited to provide a number of bachelor degrees that are recognised by the relevant university. This private online learning institution will hereafter be referred to as POLI.
SEEK's traditional core business is focussed upon "facilitating the matching between jobseekers and employment opportunities, and helping hirers find candidates for advertised roles" (http://www.seek.com.au/investor/about-us). In addition to SEEK's employment matching business, they also wholly own SEEK Learning-an educational course aggregator service. The primary purpose of this business is to facilitate the connection of Australians and career-focussed education (which are primarily delivered via online-based courses). POLI courses are advertised both on SEEK and SEEK Learning's job and course aggregator websites.
As little is known about students who study online generally, it is not apparent whether different cohorts of online students vary in their learning expectations. Exploring if different online and/or on campus cohorts make similar or different assumptions regarding what they want for their learning will assist universities to meet student needs in this new learning environment. Allen and Seaman (2007) define online learning as courses "where most or all of the content is delivered online. Typically [students] have no faceto-face meetings" (p. 4). To gain a greater understanding of the learning needs of students engaged in online learning, students engaged in the same unit across three study modes (on-campus, online via OUA and online via POLI) provided by the same university were asked about the importance of various learning characteristics and factors they believe are important in the academics that provide these learning experiences.
The Current Study

Method Participants
The participants (N = 525, mean age = 31.54 years) were currently in their first year of undergraduate psychological study at one Australian university studying the same subject, Introduction to Psychology. The students' Study Mode was either on-campus (OC; 17.3%, n=91), studying via a private online learning institution linked to the Australian university (POLI; 38.1%, n=200), or studying at the university via Open Universities Australia (OUA; 44.6%, n=234). Overall, reflecting the typical gender split in most undergraduate psychology courses, there were 425 females (80%), 104 males (19.8%), one student who recorded their gender as other (.2%) and one participant who did not answer the gender question. Split across study mode, there were 68 (74.7%) OC females and 23 (25.3%) OC males, 164 POLI females (82%) and 36 males (18%), and 189 OUA females (81.1%) and 44 OUA males (18.9%), with no significant association found between gender and study mode.
In terms of age, OC participants' mean age was 21.30 years; while POLI participants' mean age was 34.54 years and OUA participants was 32.91 years. The difference between the Study Modes in participants' age was significant [F(2,522)= 77.92, p<.01] . Post Hoc tests revealed that the POLI and OUA participants were significantly older than the on-campus participants, while the POLI and OUA groups did not significantly differ in age.
As entry methods into the various Study Modes differ, the highest level of education participants' had completed before commencing their current mode of education was examined. The number of OC participants whose highest level of completed education was high school was 78%, followed by TAFE (11%), then a previous undergraduate degree (6.6%). The number of POLI participants whose highest level of education completed was TAFE at 44%, followed by High school (25.5%) and another undergraduate degree (15%). The number of OUA participants whose highest level of education completed was TAFE was 40.6%, followed by High school (28.2%) and another undergraduate degree (15.4%). A significant association was found between Study Mode and the highest level of education [x 2 (12) = 101.98. p<.01] with the greatest proportion of on-campus students having completed secondary school before studying this university subject. In contrast, the greatest proportion of OUA and POLI students had come from TAFE. More POLI and OUA students than online students had already earned a degree.
In terms of employment, only 3.3% of OC participants were full-time employed, which was significantly less than both POLI (40%) and OUA (36.8%) participants. There were no differences in levels of part-time employment between study modes (OC = 26.4%, POLI = 18.5%, OUA = 16.7%).
Thirty three percent of OC participants were casually employed, which was significantly higher than the rates of casual employment for both the POLI (13%) and OUA (14.5%) participants. Similarly, there were significantly less selfemployed OC participants (0%) than both POLI (7.5%) and OUA (4.3%) participants, and there were significantly more unemployed OC participants (37.4%) than POLI participants (20.5%), with OUA participants level of unemployment not being different than OC or POLI (27.5%). Additionally, OC participants worked significantly less hours (M=14.34, SE=1.75) than both the POLI (M=30.19, SE=1.05) and OUA (M=31.69, SE=1.02) participants.
Materials
Participants completed an online questionnaire, which comprised demographic questions, questions about learning preferences developed for the current study, and the Epistemic Preference Indicator -Revised (Elphinstone, Farrugia, Critchley, & Eigenberger, 2014) .
Learning Preferences. As part of a larger study on study preferences for the future of higher education, a questionnaire on learning preferences was developed. Items were developed based on systematic literature reviews and consultations with teaching staff. The following sections provide an overview of the questions asked. Flipped Learning. Flipped classrooms involve changing when assignments (e.g., homework) and knowledge transfer (e.g., lectures) occurs (Amresh, Carberry, & Femiani, 2013) . With flipped learning in a Higher Education context, 'homework' is completed before a tutorial takes place and this results' in learning occurring before tutorial time, and consolidation of that learning occurring during the tutorial session.
In order to assess student preference for the use of flipped classrooms in comparison to traditional pedagogical models, participants were presented with an image depicting two different teaching scenarios, and were asked which teaching scenario they preferred on a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 indicated completely prefer Method A, and 10 indicated completely prefer Method B. The description of Method A was developed to represent a traditional learning and teaching model (emphasis on lecturers and tutorials) while Method B was developed to represent a flipped learning pedagogical model. The alternatives were, however, not labelled so as not to influence student choice. The image used is displayed in Figure 1 .
Online Study characteristics and Face-to-Face learning characteristics. In order to determine participant attitudes towards characteristics of online and face-to-face study, participants completed 14 items that measured characteristics of online delivery of subjects (five items) and Face-toFace delivery of subjects (nine items) on a scale from -100 (not at all important) to +100 (Very important). Questions were randomly presented to avoid order effects. In assessing attitudes toward online study, participants were asked to rate the importance of the following items: Flexibility to study from home; Flexibility to balance work/family commitments with study commitments; Decreased costs (i.e., generally courses cost less, no parking fees/hassle); Flexibility to study across the whole (calendar) year; Flexibility to study at any time of day.
In assessing attitudes toward face-to-face delivery of units, participants were then asked to rate the importance of the following items: Face-toface access to academic advisors; Face-to-face contact with other students; Live lectures; Access to university computers and software; Access to university physical libraries (including use of library computers and study spaces, as well as instantaneous book borrowing); Face-to-face contact with lecturers; Face-to-face access to peermentors; Face-to-face contact with tutors; and Access to university clubs and societies.
Ideal lecturer. In order to assess participants' perspectives on some characteristics of lecturers, they were presented with six items and asked to consider which of these were important in an ideal lecturer. The six items were rated from -100 not at all important to +100 very important. Specifically, participants were asked to rate the importance of the following characteristics: A lecturer who has a full time appointment at the university; A lecturer who has an office on-campus and is available for face-to-face meetings; A lecturer who holds a doctoral qualification; A lecturer who holds a formal teaching qualification in addition to a degree in their own discipline; A lecturer who is also an article publishing researcher; A lecturer who works full time professionally (outside of the university) and lectures part-time (for example a practising accountant who lectures accounting part time).
Epistemic Preference Indicator (Revised).
The EPI-R measures two habitual thinking styles. The first, termed intellective processing (IP), is characterised by complex, effortful thinking, characterised as philosophical thought, whereas the second, termed default processing (DP), is associated with effortless, expedient thinking, characterised as anti-philosophical thought. The EPI-R comprises eight items, four which measure IP and four which measure DP. The items are rated on a five point scale from Completely Disagree to Completely Agree. Higher scores on each item indicate either higher levels of IP or DP depending on which sub scale the item is loading.
Procedure
The questionnaire was completed anonymously online by all participants. The participants were recruited through a research experience program where students at the university are invited to voluntarily participate in a variety of studies of their choice. The questions analysed for the current paper were part of a larger study with only variables relevant to the current study included here.
Results
A one-way between subjects ANCOVA was conducted to compare the difference in students' preference for Method A (traditional tutorial) or Method B (flipped classroom tutorial) across study mode (OC, OUA and POLI). Age was entered as a covariate in the model. Results revealed a significant effect of Study Mode on preference for Method A or Method B, F(2,521) = 22.86, p< .001. Pairwise comparisons using a Bonferroni adjustment for multiple comparisons indicated that the mean score for the on-campus group (M = 4.17, SE = .32, n=91) was significantly lower than the POLI group (M = 6.58, SE = .20, n=200) and the OUA group (M = 6.62, SE = .18, n=234). There was no significant difference between the POLI and OUA groups. Taken together, these results suggest that when controlling for age, on-campus students' prefer the traditional tutorial model to the flipped classroom tutorial model significantly more than both online POLI and OUA students do. Both the POLI and OUA students preferred the flipped classroom tutorial model and they preferred it to relatively the same extent.
A Repeated-Measures ANOVA with the total sample was conducted to explore differences in perceived importance of online and face-to-face learning characteristics. Descriptive statistics are displayed in Table 1 .
As can be seen in Table 1 , above, all online characteristics were rated as higher in importance than face-to-face characteristics. Post-hoc analyses revealed that this difference was significant (all p values <.001). Examining online characteristics, the four items concerning study flexibility were the highest four rated items. Post-hoc analyses indicated that Flexibility to study from home, Flexibility to balance work/family commitments and Flexibility to study any time of day were all rated as significantly more important than Flexibility to study across the whole year (all p<.001). The highest three rated items (Flexibility to study from home, Flexibility to balance work/family commitments and Flexibility to study any time of day were all) did not significantly differ in ratings of importance.
In order to explore if there were differences in ratings of importance of online and face-to-face characteristics across study groups, a one-way between subjects MANCOVA was conducted to compare the effect of Study Mode on participants' rating of the importance of Online and Face-toFace study characteristics across the on-campus, POLI and OUA conditions whilst controlling for age of the participants. The means, standard error (SE) and MANCOVA univariate results are displayed in Table 2 , below.
The MANCOVA reveals that there were significant differences in attitudes toward online and face-to-face learning characteristics between the three study modes [Wilks Lambda = 0.779, F(28,1016)= 4.83, p<.001, η=0.118] . Pairwise comparisons revealed that on-campus participants' rated OC1 'Flexibility to study from home', OC2 'Flexibility to balance work/family commitments with study commitments', OC4 'Flexibility to study across the whole year', and OC5 'Flexibility to study any time of day' significantly lower than did POLI and OUA participants. There were no differences between POLI and OUA participants on those variables except for OC2, where OUA participants scored significantly lower than POLI participants. Scores did not differ on OC3 'Decreased costs (i.e., Generally courses cost less, no parking) across any of the conditions, indicating this item was equally important to all. Pairwise comparisons also revealed that on-campus participants rated F2F2 'Face-to-face contact with other students', F2F3 'Live lectures', F2F4 'Access to university computers and software', F2F6 'Faceto-face contact with lecturers', F2F8 'Face-to-face contact with tutors' and F2F9 'University clubs and societies' significantly higher than POLI and OUA participants. On-campus participants also rated F2F5 'Access to university libraries (including use of library computers and study spaces, as well as book borrowing)' significantly higher than OUA participants, but not POLI participants. Scores did not differ on F2F1 'Access to academic advisors' and F2F7 'Access to peer-mentors' across any of the conditions. A Repeated-Measures ANOVA was conducted to explore student perceptions of the characteristics of ideal lecturers. Descriptive statistics are displayed in Table 3 , below. Post-hoc analyses revealed that across all participants, the most important characteristics of an ideal lecturer was that they have a formal teaching qualification in addition to a qualification in their own discipline. The characteristics rated least important (which did not significantly differ from each other) were having a full time appointment at the university, Note: OC n=91, POLI n=200, OUA n=234
The MANCOVA revealed a significant difference in ratings of the importance of the Lecturer characteristics across study mode [Wilks Lambda = 0.932, F(12,1032) = 3.1, p<.001, η 2 =.035]. Pairwise comparisons revealed that LC3 'holds a doctoral qualification', LC4 'holds a formal teaching qualification IN ADDITION to a degree in their own discipline', LC5 'is also an article publishing researcher', and LC6 'works full time professionally (outside of the university) and lectures part time did not differ significantly across groups. On-campus participants rated LC1 'has a full time appointment at the university', significantly higher than OUA participants, but not POLI participants. POLI participants rated LC1 as significantly higher than OUA participants. Oncampus participants also rated LC2 'has an office on-campus and is available for face-to-face meetings' as significantly higher than both the POLI and OUA participants. There were no significant differences between POLI and OUA participants on LC2.
To explore group differences in IP and DP, a between subjects MANOVA was conducted with study mode entered as the IV, and IP and DP entered as DVs. Age was entered as a covariate. MANOVA results revealed a significant difference in IP and DP across the study modes [Wilks Lambda = .955, F(4, 1042) = 6.05, p<.001, η 2 = .02. Follow-up univariate results revealed significant differences in both IP, F(2,522) = 8.78, p<.001, and DP (F(2,522) = 3.47, p = .03). Post-hoc tests revealed that for IP, OUA students evidenced significantly higher IP (M = 14.71, SE = .18) than POLI (M = 13.94, SE = .20) or OC (M = 13.36, SE = .29) students, but there was no significant difference between POLI and OC. For DP, both OUA (M = 13.11, SE = .18) and OC (M =13.05, SE =.33.) reported significantly lower DP than POLI (M = 13.78, SE = .20).
Discussion
The increase in online learning options available to students in the Higher Education learning space has prompted the need for a greater understanding of these learners and what they want in their learning experience. To explore if online students view a variety of learning characteristics similarly to on-campus learners, a large sample of students undertaking the same first year undergraduate subject, through the same university, at the same time, via three different learning modes were asked to respond to an anonymous survey to explore their learning perceptions, together with measuring their epistemic preference.
Demographic Differences
Before considering what these students value in their learning environment, the demographic characteristics of the three groups were examined. It was found that the online students (OUA and POLI) were significantly older than their OC counterparts, which reflects the assumption that online learning may particularly appeal to older adult learners with competing priorities of family and paid employment (Perry & Pilati, 2011; Schmidt, 2009) . In line with the online students being older than the OC students, a greater proportion of the online learners had already earned a TAFE or other tertiary qualification before commencing their current university studies. It was also found that OC participants were less likely to be in full time employment and more likely to be in casual employment than the POLI and OUA participants. In line with this, OC participants worked significantly fewer hours than both the POLI and OUA groups.
Controlling for age, students enrolled via OUA reported significantly higher IP, indicating that OUA students studying Psychology 100 have a higher preference for complex, elaborative forms of thinking and judgement than the POLI and OC students. Students enrolled via POLI who studied Psychology 100 reported significantly higher DP 
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than their OC and OUA counterparts, indicating a greater preference for more automatic and less effortful thinking. Therefore, while similar in age and highest level of education attained, OUA and POLI students evidence different thinking styles. This suggests that different cohorts of online students may desire different levels of intellectual challenges in their learning, with the OUA students evidencing a greater preference for complex thinking and 'learning for the love of learning' than their POLI counterparts. The POLI and OC students both demonstrated a greater preference for expedient thinking in comparison to the OUA students. Possibly, as the POLI students may have been recruited via an employment site, their initial focus may have been on gaining a qualification in order to gain a desired employment opportunity. Similarly, the on-campus students often report that they are at university to gain employment at the end of their studies (Buzwell et al, 2015) and also appear to be attracted to expedient, effortless learning.
Another expected demographic variation between the study cohorts was not found. Interestingly, while some have assumed that women might be particularly attracted to the flexibility of online learning (Kramarae, 2001) due to the higher proportion of women involved in caring duties (ABS, 2012a), no gender association was found with Study Mode. Thus, the same proportion of males and females were doing Psychology 100 across each study mode. While a lack of gender variation in study mode would need to be examined across a number of disciplines before coming to a firm conclusion, it appears that gender may not be an important variable in this domain.
Overall in terms of demographic characteristics, the two online cohorts were more similar to each other than they were to the on-campus group, with the exception that the POLI students were significantly higher in DP and significantly lower in IP than the OUA students. Thus, students studying via a private provider (POLI) or via a consortium of public universities (OUA) have differing thinking styles. As noted, one explanation for this might be in how prospective students enter either the POLI or the OUA courses.
It is likely that people use the SEEK.com website primarily in order to seek paid employment. While looking for employment they may identify that they do not have the requisite skills or experience and be enticed by the POLI courses which suggest that completion of their courses will increase an individual's job readiness. Thus, the rationale for choosing POLI might be centred on education as a pathway to employment, rather than being motivated to undertake study for the desire for learning. In contrast, the website advertising OUA (https://www.open.edu.au/) employs a personal growth focussed appeal to prospective students, focussing on their future pathways and the flexibility that studying online provides. For example, their website espouses the following philosophy of online education:
"Of all the ways to change your path in life, we think education is the best. But it's a big commitment, especially if you're already working, bringing up a family or don't like the idea of giving up your social life. That's why we make online study as flexible and accessible as we can (https://www.open.edu.au/getting-started/)."
Thus, people who study via OUA may be more enticed by 'education for educations sake' (higher IP), compared to the POLI students who may be more focussed on education for employments sake (higher DP). Interestingly this implies that online education may be targeting two different cohorts of students who may require different pedagogical approaches to engage and motivate them. For example, students higher in IP (e.g., the OUA cohort) may appreciate opportunities to extend the depth of their learning, while groups higher in DP may welcome opportunities that allow them to finish their studies sooner (e.g., the possibility of completing subjects during the summer break). Such opportunities may suit higher DP students' desire to be pragmatic and to utilise their university learning in a work context as quickly as possible.
Flipped classrooms
Students were presented with two models of learning at university. One model described a flipped learning approach, while the other represented a traditional model of learning and teaching. In the current study when controlling for age, it was found that on-campus students' prefer the traditional tutorial model to the flipped classroom tutorial model significantly more than both online POLI and OUA students. It is not clear, however, why this might be the case. One explanation could be that the online students in this sample have had more exposure to flipped classrooms as completing activities prior to tutorials is actively encouraged in Psychology 100, whilst for OC students this did not occur. Thus, the online students could have been more positive about flipped classrooms owing to their familiarity with this technique (relative to the OC students). If this is the case, and if increasing the acceptance of flipped learning is a goal, then it appears that educators simply have to increase students' experience with this learning model. However, further exploration is needed to determine if this is the case.
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Characteristics of online and face-to-face study All participants rated the characteristics of online education as significantly more important than the features of face-to-face study. Specifically, the three highest rated characteristics of online study concerned study flexibility (i.e. 'Flexibility to study from home', 'Flexibility to balance other commitments (work/family life) with study' and 'Flexibility to study at any time of the day'). While rated as less important than the other three flexibility items, the flexibility to study at any time of the year was still rated higher than all characteristics of face-to-face education. This result reflects the findings from a recent Office of Learning and Teaching project (Buzwell et. al., 2015) where students' identified that they felt that university learning in the future should be individualised and personalised to fit in with the needs and preferences of individuals students. Rather than Higher Education being viewed as a privilege as it was in the past (Goodhart, 1952) , it appears that students in 2015 want their university learning to be structured in ways that can be managed along with other competing needs.
While all groups rated the flexibility items very highly, the on-campus participants rated the importance of these factors significantly lower than both groups of online participants. Both of the online samples worked far more than their oncampus counterparts, thus, it is not surprising that flexibility was more important to the online cohorts and it is apparent that this aspect of learning is essential in the online space. Examining the two online groups, the only difference was on the 'Flexibility to balance work/family commitments with study commitments' item, where OUA participants scored significantly lower than POLI participants. Again, this may be due the potential importance of work to the POLI sample. However, whilst the OC students rated the online characteristics lower than their online counterparts, they still rated the online characteristics with moderate to high importance. Thus, reflecting the findings in the recent OLT study (Buzwell et al, 2015) , flexibility in learning characteristics are important to all students and institutions should continue to provide opportunities for students to increase the flexibility of their course experience.
Post-hoc comparisons also revealed that oncampus participants rated the items concerning face-to-face contact with other students and 3 There was no significant correlation between Epistemic Style and preference for traditional or flipped classrooms academics higher than the online cohorts. However, it should also be noted that face-to-face students still rated these items lower than the flexibility items discussed earlier. While it would be expected that younger students would value the contact with other students, age was controlled in this analysis so it is not the reason for the difference. Interestingly, the figures for the online students in regard to the importance of contact with other students were very low. Thus, even though online students do interact with other students, albeit online, it does not appear to be something they value. As many programs require students to do group projects at some point in a degree this is problematic and suggests that this may be a reason why group projects are often perceived as highly challenging (Hall & Buzwell, 2013) . This finding also suggests that online students might not be utilising a potential resource -other students -to assist them in their studies. Further examination of why online students do not utilise this potentially valuable resource, their fellow students, is recommended.
Lecturer characteristics
Looking at the preferences of the whole sample, students reported that the most desirable characteristic of an ideal lecturer was that they have a formal teaching qualification in addition to a qualification in their own discipline. The characteristics rated as least important were that the lecturer is an active researcher and that the lecturer works professionally in the area in which they teach. These results suggest that universities should consider a greater emphasis on teaching-only staff, who have discipline expertise, but who also have appropriate pedagogic expertise. Further, this suggests that universities should continue to place emphasis on academics' teaching abilities and include such abilities in hiring and promotion processes, as they are clearly valued by students. It is possible that subjects taught by staff with a keen interest in what they are teaching and expertise in learning and teaching would be rated better by students than subjects taught by staff who are minimally (or not at all) interested in teaching them. Students, therefore, are likely to prefer unit staff who are actively involved in units (e.g., staff who encourage students to ask questions and engage critically with the material) than unit staff who are less interested in learning and teaching, and more passively involved in units (e.g., staff who discourage students from asking questions and engaging critically with materials). This finding also suggests that teaching staff who are interested in increasing their ratings on student evaluations could consider completing an appropriate teaching credential and that these credentials should be supported by universities.
A second notable finding is that students rated being taught by professionals as least important. This was surprising, as it is assumed that students want to be taught be academics with professional expertise (e.g., Higher Education Academy, 2015). Again, this suggests that students (in psychology) value being taught by someone with expertise in learning and teaching over someone who has applied psychology experience. Thus no matter how extensive an academic's professional experience may be, if they are unable to engage students in their learning journey, this professional experience is not appreciated by the students. Again, this highlights the importance of appropriately training and resourcing university teaching staff to enhance their teaching abilities.
There were few differences in ideal lecturer characteristics across the study modes suggesting what makes a good lecturer is consistent for all students. However, having a lecturer who is available for face-to-face meetings was less important to OUA and POLI students than the OC students, but this may be a reflection of the way they are currently studying (i.e., more independently and remotely).
Conclusion
To explore what students' enrolled in one subject across three different modes found important in regard to the delivery of the subject and the academics who teach the information, more than 500 students were surveyed. It was found that there were some considerable differences between students who studied via different modes in how they rated various learning and teaching characteristics. Additionally, the current study is one of the first, if only, research projects in which different models of online learning are compared. However, it should be noted that all students in the current study were engaged in their first year of Higher Education study and in one undergraduate subject, and the current findings may differ between disciplines and stage of study. Further research should be conducted to examine whether these findings are applicable beyond first year psychology students, and to understand if the implications of the current findings can be applied more broadly. In conclusion, further research is required in order to explore the learning perceptions of not only online, but all students, if universities are to develop appropriate supports for their students in the transition to a greater emphasis on online study.
